GALERIUS, MAXIMINUS AND THE 
TITULATURE OF THE THIRD TETRARCHY 


SIMON CORCORAN 


1. The titulature of Galerius 


A letter from the emperor Galerius granting civic status to Heraclea Sintica in Macedonia, 
published in 2002, provides a rare example of extensive and virtually intact imperial titul- 
ature from a period of considerable uncertainty in the imperial college.' The formal nature 
of this contemporary document and its origin in territory under the control of Galerius urge 
its reliability and accuracy. The titles read as follows: 


Imp(erator) Caes(ar) Galerius Valerius Maximianus Pius Felix Augustus / 

pont(ifex) m(aximus) Germ(anicus) m(aximus) VI Sarm(aticus) m(aximus) V Pers(icus) 
m(aximus) II Br(i)t(annicus) m(aximus) Carp(icus) m(aximus) V  Arm(enicus) 
m(aximus) Med(icus) m(aximus) / 

Adiab(enicus) m(aximus) trib(unicia) p(otestate) XVII imp(erator) III p(ater) p(atriae) 
proc(onsul) et Galerius Valerius / 

Maximinus Sarmaticus nobilissimus Caesar / 

salutem dicunt [IITuiris et decc. (urionibus) Heracleotarum. / 


Galerius’ titulature has hitherto been best known from three other full and authoritative (if 
not flawless) texts: the Egyptian copy of the Prices Edict (301), a praetorian diploma (7 
January 306),° and Galerius’ palinode ending the persecution of the Christians, issued as he 


'G, Mitrev and T. Tarakov, ‘Civitas Heracleotarum. A new epigraphic inscription indicating the name of the 
ancient city near the village of Rupite, Petrich Region,’ Arkheologiia (Sofia) 43 (2002) 25-32 (Bulgarian with 
English summary), then G. Mitrev, “Civitas Heracleotarum : Heracleia Sintica or the ancient city at the village of 
Rupite (Bulgaria)’, ZPE 145 (2003) 263-72; see also AE 2002.1293. The full implications of the titles were not 
explored in the original publications. Since I spoke at the colloquium, the inscription has been well discussed by Cl. 
Lepelley, ‘Une inscription d’Heraclea Sintica (Macédoine) récemment découverte, révélant un rescrit de l’empereur 
Galére restituant ses droits à la cité’, ZPE 146 (2004) 221-31, who highlights many of the points made here 
regarding Galerius, but not Maximinus. For tetrarchic titulature, see T. D. Barnes, ‘Imperial campaigns AD 285- 
311’, Phoenix 30 (1976) 174-93, ‘The victories of Constantine’, ZPE 20 (1976) 149-55, and The new empire of 
Diocletian and Constantine (Cambridge, MA and London 1982); M. Festy, ‘Puissances tribuniciennes et 
salutations impériales dans la titulature des empereurs romains de Dioclétien à Gratien’, Revue Internationale des 
Droits de l'Antiquité 29 (1982) 193-234; D. Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle, 2nd edn (Darmstadt 1996). All these 
are the basis for the following discussion. 


? CIL II1.2, 802-03. 


* Athenaeum n.s. 38 (1960) 7-8 = AE 1961.240, revised in M. M. Roxan, Roman military diplomas 1954-1977, 
Institute of Archaeology Occasional Publications 2 (London 1978) no. 78, now also Supplementa Italica n.s. 16 
(Rome 1998) Regio VII no. 50. This is the latest known dated diploma. 
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lay dying in April 311, Eusebius’ Greek translation of which preserves its extensive 
titulature.* 

This last shows that in April 311 Galerius was styled tribunicia potestate XX, imperator 
XIX and consul VIII. The title of imperator (autokratér) was not officially held by Caesars,” 
but clearly at this time Galerius reached an imperial iteration of XIX by notionally back- 
dating this title to 1 March 293, when he had been appointed Caesar. According to 
Lactantius, Galerius was far advanced with plans for his uicennalia to be celebrated on 1 
March 312, when, had he survived, he would have become Imp. XX.° A pair of inscriptions, 
however, shows that Constantius and Galerius as Augusti bore the title Jmp. I in 306, so 
that their imperatorial iterations were at that time calculated from their elevation on 1 May 
305.’ It is clear from the new letter that Galerius, styled Imp. II, continued this practice at 
least into a third year (1 May 307 to 30 April 308). 

Galerius’ tribunician power iterations as given in the new inscription and in Eusebius 
imply the same method of calculation and accord with previous interpretations of how this 
numeration worked.® Since tribunician power was renewed each 10 December, Galerius’ 
twentieth renewal (per Eusebius) took place on 10 December 310, and his seventeenth (from 
the new inscription) on 10 December 307. Each of these shows one more iteration than 
would otherwise be expected. Becoming Caesar in March 293, Galerius would have been 
trib. pot. II in December 293, and so should have been trib. pot. XVI in December 307. It is 
usually presumed, therefore, that Galerius (and Constantius) received an additional 
tribunician renewal when they became Augusti in 305.’ Thus, using the imp. and trib. pot. 
iterations, the new inscription can be dated between 10 December 307 and 30 April 308. 

A reference to Galerius’ consulships after /mp. I is missing. Galerius had been consul 
VI jointly with Constantius in 306, and became consul VII (with Diocletian as consul X) in 
308. Thus, if the inscription is Jate December 307, it should have read consul VI, probably 
without design. VII added. If dating to early 308, it should have read consul VII,'° 


4 Historia Ecclesiastica VUlI.17.3-5. The titles are translated back into Latin by Rufinus, HE VHI.17.3-4. The 
original Latin, but without titles, is given by Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum 34. The edict was posted up at 
Nicomedia on 30 April 311, a few days before news of Galerius’ death reached the city. 


* At least in the most formal of texts (e.g. the Prices Edict preamble). Many more informal versions do use the 
form. 


ê Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum 35.4. 
” ILAlg. 11.2 4671 (Galerius, with trib. pot. xv and cos. vi) and 4672 (Constantius, with trib. pot. xiv and cos. vi). 


* Thus Festy, ‘Puissances tribuniciennes’ (n, 1, above) 204-05 and Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. 1, above) 35 
and 284. 


” This is also suggested by the trib. pot. XV for Galerius in /LAlg. II.2 4671. Note, however, that the companion text 
4672 gives Constantius as trib. pot. XIV, which has been taken to show that Constantius did not receive a 
tribunician augmentation (Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle [n. 1, above] 35 and 281). Since it would be incredible 
if the two Augusti were treated differently, one or other of these matching inscriptions must be in error. The trib. 
pot. XVI in Roxan, Roman military diplomas (n. 3, above) is inexplicable on any calculation (it should be either 
XIV or XV). 


'° For the consulates, see R. Bagnall et al., Consuls of the later Roman Empire (Atlanta 1989) 146-51 and 
R. S. Bagnall and K. A. Worp, Chronological systems of Byzantine Egypt, 2nd edn (Leiden and New York 2004) 
175-76. Emperors styled consul designatus do not seem to be in evidence in the fourth century (Bagnall et al., op. 
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As regards victory titles, the new inscription provides some confirmations and 
necessitates some revisions. Previous interpretations were principally based upon Galerius’ 
titles as known in January 306'' and April 311 (Eusebius).'” With the new inscription, the 
titles and their iterations can be tabulated as follows: 


306 (Diploma) 308 (Heraclea) 311 (Eusebius) 
1 [77] 

l 

| 


Germanicus Max. 
Aegyptiacus Max. 
Thebaicus Max. 
Sarmaticus Max. 
Persicus Max. 
Britannicus Max. 
Carpicus Max. 
Armenicus Max. 
Medicus Max. 
Adiabenicus Max. 


[3?] 
[2?] 
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The assumption of Germanicus Max. VI in 306-07 (won by Constantine) ts consistent with 
the existing schema. There is no iteration numeral in Eusebius. Barnes argues that that has 
dropped out and should be restored as heptakis, since Constantine’s later titulature seems to 
presume a second German victory for him in 308 or 309." 


Sarmaticus Max. IV (won by Galerius) can be accepted for 306, but Sarmaticus Max. V, 
assigned by Barnes to 310, must date to 307 and so should represent a second Sarmatian 
victory for Galerius in two years. This would then have preceded his unsuccessful 
intervention in Italy to suppress Maxentius in the autumn of 307. The epigraphically attested 
victory of 27 June 310, won by Galerius or, if Galerius’ illness had already become 
seriously disabling, by Licinius, must have generated the title Carpicus Max. VI, not 
Sarmaticus Max. V." 


Persicus Max. II is consistent with the previous schema, having long since been won by 
Galerius for his great Persian victory of 297-98 and present in the Prices Edict titulature of 
301. 


Britannicus Max. is given without iteration, even though Constantius and Galerius had 
already been Britannicus Max. II in January 306. The iteration has probably been omitted in 


cit. 20). The latest examples I have found are dedications to Aurelian in 274 (AE 1979.409) and to Constantius I as 
Caesar in probably 293 (AE 1984.815). 


'' Roxan, Roman military diplomas (n. 3, above). 


'? See earlier tabulations in Barnes, ‘Imperial campaigns’ (n. 1, above) and The new empire (n. |, above) 256-57 
(Tables 6 and 7). 


'? Barnes, ‘Imperial campaigns’ (n. 1, above) 192, ‘The victories of Constantine’ (n. 1, above) 149-50 and The new 
empire (n. 1, above) 22 and 257, with Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. 1, above) 285. 


'4 ILS 664 = ILLPRON 1537. This therefore replaces the inferred victory of Galerius over the Carpi in 308-09. 
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error, since it is hard to see any reason why Galerius would have not have recognized (or 
continued to recognize) this victory of Constantius from 305. Britannicus Max. is missing 
entirely from the 311 Eusebian titulature. However, since Galerius is clearly Persicus Max. 
II in 310,'° but only II in Eusebius, Barnes is probably correct in suggesting that the Persian 
iteration and the British title have dropped out, leaving only the Persian title followed by the 
British iteration. Thus in 311 Galerius should have been Persicus Max. III and Britannicus 
Max. I1.'° 


Carpicus Max. V is consistent with our expectations and must have been won before January 
306. As stated above, Carpicus Max. VI seems to have been taken for the victory of June 
310. 


Armenicus,'’ Medicus and Adiabenicus are all correctly present and without iteration, 
having being assumed only once each at the time of Galerius’ successful Persian campaign 
of 297-98. 


It is clear from the Heraclea text that Galerius has not yet assumed the titles Aegyptiacus 
Maximus and Thebaicus Maximus as attested by Eusebius in 311, and inferred by Barnes for 
310.'8 These reflect the quelling of a revolt in the region of Coptos in the Thebaid in 293- 
94.'° The assumption of such titles was virtually unprecedented, since they represented the 
suppression of internal rebellion rather than victory over external enemies. Emperors are not 
inclined to glorify civil war. The closest parallel 1s Aurelian and the title Palmyrenicus 
Maximus, although it is not clear if this is a properly official formulation.” Constantius, of 
course, won the title Britannicus Maximus after his recovery of Britain from Allectus in 296, 
but the circumstances furnished ambiguity, since Allectus employed Frankish mercenaries, 
and the victory was portrayed as one over barbarians.”' The fact that no titles were taken by 
the tetrarchs at the time of Galerius’ campaigns in Egypt suggests that there were no 


'S CIL IH 6979 = ILS 660, AE 1999.1502; see now D. French, The Inscriptions of Sinope, GSK 64 (Bonn 2004) no. 
94. 


16 See the restoration by Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 22. 


" Contemporary texts seem to prefer Armenicus over Armeniacus (thus CIL IIT 578; cf. P. Sakaon 59; also Rufinus, 
HE VIilI¥.17.3), although some abbreviations give Aram. or, in confusion, even Arab. (thus the Aphrodisias 
Currency Decrees and Prices Edict: J. Reynolds in C. Roueché, Aphrodisias in late antiquity, JRS Monograph 5 
[London 1989] 255 and 266). 


I8 T, D. Barnes, ‘Three imperial edicts’, ZPE 21 (1976) 275-81, at 277 and The new empire (n. 1, above) 21-22 and 
256-57. Eusebius explicitly records the titles, while the fragmentary Tlos edict of 310 (C/L II 12133), from the 
victory titles of which only part of Sarmaticus maximus survives, seems to be most easily reconstructed by 
allowing for their existence. A similar speculative reconstruction is offered as a possibility for the Sinope edict of 
310 by M. Christol and T. Drew-Bear, ‘L’intitulatio de la constitution de Galére et de ses collègues affichée à 
Sinope (CIL III 6979)’, Tyche 14 (1999) 43-55, at 49 (= AE 1999.1502). 


O Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 62; J. R. Rea, R. P. Salomons and K. A. Worp, ‘A ration-warrant for an 
adiutor memoriae’, Yale Classical Studies 28 (1985) 101-13; W. Leadbetter, ‘Galerius and the revolt of the 
Thebaid in 293-94’, Antichthon 34 (2000) 82-94. 


 CIL V 4319 = ILS 579. See E. Kettenhofen, ‘Zur Siegestitulatur Kaiser Aurelians’, Tyche | (1986) 138-46, at 
143-44, who suggests it is unofficial, perhaps a synonym for Arabicus. 


"l Pan. Lat. VIIL (5).16-17. 
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grounds for such ambiguity, such as might have been provided by success against the 
Blemmyes, an appropriate foe, who had in fact occupied Coptos during the reign of Probus. 
Similarly, Diocletian himself had to suppress another revolt in Egypt in 297-98, and at the 
same time was constrained to relinquish Roman control south of Elephantine.* This second 
imperial intervention in Egypt produced no victory titles either. 

And so two important changes in policy with retrospective effect regarding Galerius’ 
titles took place between 308 and 311. The adoption of Aegyptiacus Max. and Thebaicus 
Max. to reflect Galerius’ earliest military actions, and the calculation of his imperatoria! 
iterations not from 1 May 305 but from 1 March 293. Both these were presumably adopted 
by Galerius in an attempt to emphasize his sentority in the imperial college. This was cither 
done in late 308 in the wake of the restructuring of the impcrial college at the Carnuntum 
conference or perhaps, more likely, in mid-310 after Galerius was forced to recognize all 
members of the college as Augusti, following Maximinus’ wilful assumption of that title.” 
With all now ranked as Augusti, it was important for Galerius to highlight how much longer 
he had been in the imperial college than anyone else, both by retrojecting imperial iterations 
to 293, but also by commemorating his earliest military operations as Caesar. 


2. The victory titulature of Maximinus 


In the Heraclea text, Maximinus is given only the brief titles Sarmaticus nobilissimus 
Caesar. By contrast, under the First Tetrarchy there is a tendency for rather extensive titles 
for the Caesars, including full collegiality of victory titles. Thus all members of the imperial 
college, including the Caesars, assume the title for a victory won by one of their number.” 
The fullest example of this policy is the Egyptian copy of the Prices Edict.” It has been 
suggested on the basis of Greek examples in the papyri that the Caesars did not share victory 
titles until around 300.” This matter is, however, very hard to judge, given the relative rarity 
of full formal documents, and the question of whether papyrus or other copies are 
necessarily scrupulously accurate.”’ It is possible to argue for the mid-290s, on the basis of 


“°? R. T. Updegraff, ‘The Blemmyes I: the rise of the Blemmyes and the Roman withdrawal from Nubia under 
Diocletian’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt 1.10.1 (Berlin/New York 1988) 44-106. 


3 Previously Festy, ‘Puissances tribuniciennes’ (n. 1, above) 203 and 229 and Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. 
l, above) 285, suggested that the change took place in autumn 306 to emphasize Galerius’ seniority over Severus. 
A second change took place in late 310, when Licinius was demoted from second to fourth place in the college. See 
Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 6 n. 18 and 21-22; Christol and Drew-Bear, ‘L’intitulatio’ (n. 18, above) 
43-55, and idem, ‘Antioche de Piside, capitale provinciale et oeuvre de M. Valerius Diogenes’, Antiquité Tardive 
7 (1999) 39-71. 


*4 Discussed by Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 27. 


°° CIL IH.2, 802-03; cf. the Aphrodisias Prices Edict and Currency Decrees (Reynolds in Roueché, Aphrodisias [n. 
17, above] nos. 230-31) and the Greek translation of the Elephantine dossier (D. Feissel, “Les constitutions des 
Tétrarques connues par l’épigraphie: inventaire et notes critiques’, Antiquité Tardive 3 [1995] 33-53, at 42 and 44; 
AE 1995.1616). 


% K. A. Worp, ‘Kaisertitulaturen in Papyri aus dem Zeitalter Diokletians’, Tyche 4 (1989) 229-32. See also the 
examples in Bagnall and Worp, Chronological systems (n. 10, above) 230-31. 


“ Thus, note the titulature in private documents, which is extensive but not entirely consistent: P. Sakaon 59 lines 
2-4 and P. Mich. XII 636 lines l-2. See K. Maresch, ‘Die Präsentation der Kaiser in den Papyri der 
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two fragmentary edicts in the papyri, that while the Augusti took titles from victories of any 
member of the college, the Caesars only took titles from victories by Caesars. Thus 
Constantius and Galerius bear titles from their own campaigns (Persicus, Britannicus), but 
not from those of the Augusti (Germanicus, Sarmaticus, Carpicus).”® 

Whether the practice under the First Tetrarchy was consistent or evolved over time, there 
is a clear difference under the Second Tetrarchy and the other tetrarchic colleges after 305. 
Constantius and Galerius as Augusti share titles in the diploma of January 306, but the 
Caesars bear no victory epithets, nor do the retired Augusti, Diocletian and Maximian.” 
Since the series for the Augusti includes at least one title assumed since May 305 
(Britannicus Max. iter.), the Caesars are no longer automatically sharing all titles as they 
had done at the time of the Prices Edict.’ Texts reflecting Galerius’ policy as senior 
Augustus, at least based on the evidence from the period after all his colleagues had become 
Augusti in 310, show him reserving victory titles for himself alone.*! Damnatio memoriae, 
however, means that the treatment of the ‘disappeared’ Maximinus in these texts has to be 
inferred, although consistency with Licinius and Constantine seems likely. 

The attribution of Sarmaticus (without maximus) to Maximinus in the new inscription is 
the first example of him bearing such a title as Caesar. Other evidence for Maximinus’ 
victory titles represents different regions and methods of transmission, and dates to the end 
of his reign, after his acclamation as Augustus and the demise of Galerius. Of the known 
examples, there is a clutch of milestones from Constantine’s territory in Africa, dating to 
late 312 or 313, although with considerable damnatio memoriae damage. One shows 
Constantine as Germanicus, Sarmaticus, Persicus, followed by Maximinus as Sarmaticus, 
Germanicus, Persicus (all without the maximus).** A second gives the two Augusti jointly 
as only Sarmatici maximi,” while the remaining four give them as Germanici Sarmatici.4 
In none of these is Licinius, although present in third place, accorded a victory title.” The 


Tetrarchenzeit’, in D. Borschung and W. Eck (eds), Die Tetrachie: Ein neues Regierungssystem und seine mediale 
Präsentation, ZAKMIRA Schriften 3 (Wiesbaden 2006) 63-82, at 69. 


"8 P. Prag. 19 of c. 295: Diocletian and Maximian are each Germanikos megistos, Sarmatikos megistos and 
Persikos megistos, while the Caesars are each only Persikos megistos, Corpus Papyrorum Raineri XXIII 20 (c. 
297): Maximian is Karpikos (the final and only surviving title for him), the Caesars Persikoi and Britannikoi. 


” Roxan, Roman military diplomas (note 3, above); cf. P. Sakaon 60 lines 1-2 (June 306). 


% Fragmentary texts of 305-06 can be convincingly restored with the same lack of titles for the Caesars. Thus 
S. Corcoran, ‘A tetrarchic inscription from Corcyra and the Edictum de Accusationibus’, ZPE 141 (2002) 221-30. 


*' Thus the Tlos and Sinope edicts of 310: Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 21-22; 1. Sinope 64; and Christol 
and Drew-Bear, ‘L’intitulatio’ (n. 18, above); and the palinode of 311 (Eusebius). 


*? ILAlg. 1 3956 = P. Salama, Bornes milliaires d'Afrique proconsulaire: un panorama historique du Bas Empire 
romain, Collection de l’École française de Rome 101, 2nd edn (Rome 1987) 18-19. See Kienast, Römische 
Kaisertabelle (n. |, above) 43. 


3 Salama, Bornes milliaires (n. 32, above) 11-13 (AE 1987.1008d). 


4 Salama, Bornes milliaires (n. 32, above) 13-15 (CIL VII 22176 and 22119); Salama, Bornes milliaires (n. 32, 
above) 15-16 (AE 1987.1010); Salama, Bornes milliaires (n. 32, above) 16-17. 


3$ Only three inscriptions, each of Licinius alone, accord him victory titles, none of them from his own territory: 
two from Africa, CIL VIII 1357 = ILS 678 (Germ. Max. Sarm. Max.) and CIL VIII 22259 = ILAIg. 1 3898 
(Germanicus Sarm.), and one from Italy, CIL IX 6061 = CIL X 6966 (Germ. Sarm.). It is not clear if these victories 
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final piece of evidence is provided by Eusebius (HE IX.10.7), who records Maximinus as 
Germanikos and Sarmatikos (neither with megistos), but not Persikos, in the heading to his 
final edict of toleration from the late spring or early summer of 313. Although this must 
ultimately derive from an official document of Maximinus himself, we cannot be certain of 
Eusebius’ accuracy, given the apparent omissions in his version of Galerius’ palinode. Of all 
these texts, only one gives Maximinus a victory title enhanced by maximus. 

How do we interpret the title Sarmaticus accorded to Maximinus in the Heraclea 
inscription? Several options for Maximinus as Caesar need to be considered. 


A) A Caesar shares all victory titles 

This is clearly not the case. Maximinus does not share all titles for victories won by 
colleagues since his appointment as Caesar in May 305. If that were the case, he should be 
also Britannicus (from Constantius in 305) and Germanicus (from Constantine in 307). 


B) A Caesar shares titles only with other Caesars 

Does Maximinus hold only titles won by Caesars, as might have been the case in the mid- 
290s? It has been suggested that Severus, evidence for whose campaigns is non-existent, 
may have won a Sarmatian victory in 305-06. *° Maximinus’ lack of Germanicus from 
Constantine’s campaigns may be explained by Constantine’s current exclusion from the 
imperial college.” But then why does Galerius keep the title Germanicus Max. VI in the 
inscription, deriving from the same victory? 


C) A Caesar only bears titles for his own victories 

In at least two inscriptions of Constantine, Constantinus II as Caesar bears the ttle 
‘Alamannicus’, never borne by Constantine, and thus suggesting that the Caesar bears only 
the title he himself has won.” Could Sarmaticus, therefore, be for a victory won by 
Maximinus in person? While it is not impossible that he campaigned with Galerius on the 
Danube in the early summer of 305, it seems more likely that, after his accession in May 
305, he made his way swiftly to his diocese of Oriens, which he did not subsequently Ieave 
until 311." 


reflect those of Constantine in Germany (308/9) and of Licinius himself from June 310, which latter was apparently 
acknowledged with Carpicus by Galerius. 

% Barnes, ‘Imperial campaigns’ (n. 1, above) 192. Our knowledge of Severus’ activities is slender (Barnes, The 
new empire |n. 1, above] 65; Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle [n. |, above] 290). 

3! The eastern victory titles derived from Maximinus (or possibly Licinius) occasionally and inconsistently present 
in Constantine’s titulature between 313 and 318 (see below) may have been abandoned after the damnationes of his 
former colleagues. This policy, however, may simply be a move to the assumption of titles only for one’s own 
victories (Barnes, ‘The victories of Constantine’ [n. |, above] 150-53 and The new empire [n. 1, above] 258). 

38 Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 27 and 84. See AE 1934.158, now CIL V1 40776 (Rome); MAMA VII 305 
(Orcistus). 


” For his movements, see Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 65-66. He was proclaimed at Nicomedia, but then 
appears to have been resident principally in Antioch and Caesarea. 
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D) A Caesar only bears titles won in the sphere of his Augustus and himself 

This remains the most likely conclusion, that Maximinus carries a title reflecting the 
victories of his Augustus in the East, but not those of Constantius or Constantine (or 
Severus) in the West. 

A further point is that it would appear that the Caesar’s title admits of no iteration, despite 
the fact that it seems to reflect two Sarmatian victories of Galerius. Indeed, while expected 
iterations are sometimes omitted,’ they are only known to appear with titles augmented by 
maximus. 

What of the conflicting order of titles in the evidence from 313? In the first African 
inscription, Constantine is Germ. Sarm. Pers., while Maximinus is Sarm. Germ. Pers., the 
second African inscription gives only Sarm., while the others and Eusebius record Germ. 
Sarm. The Heraclea inscription suggests that the order for Maximinus should correctly begin 
with Sarmaticus, even if the correct order for Constantine begins with Germanicus," 
although Constantine is himself infrequently recorded with Sarmaticus before 
Germanicus. If Maximinus was Sarmaticus in early 308, he could have become 
Germanicus later in 308 or 309 after Constantine’s later victories as a legitimate colleague. 
Or else Sarmaticus reflects a victory won under the Second Tetrarchy in 305-06, before 
Constantine’s original adhesion to the imperial college later in 306. 

Perhaps, however, we should be wary of using a title approved by Galerius in 308 to 
explain the order of titles inscribed in Constantine’s territory in 312-13. After all, if 
Eusebius is correct, Maximinus himself may have added Germanicus in the first place 
among his titles, reversing the practice of Galerius, who had denied him that title or 
removed it from him. 

What of the title Persicus shared by Constantine and Maximinus on one of the African 
milestones? As already discussed above, Galerius is recorded on the Sinope inscription as 
Persicus Maximus tertius in 310, and Eusebius’ text of the palinode heading from 311 
recording only two Persian victories can be explained by omission. It is presumed, therefore, 
that Maximinus may have won some form of Persian victory in 310. However, after the 
crushing defeat of Narses by Galerius in 297/8, it seems unlikely that there can have been 
any need for major operations against Persia in the succeeding years. Indeed, it was only at 
the end of Constantine’s reign that renewed conflict on any scale between the two empires 
reignited. It is, of course, a general problem that victory titles are sometimes the only 
evidence for military campaigns. Two overlapping, although not identical, sets of eastern 
victory titles for Constantine on African inscriptions of 315 and 318 have been taken as 
evidence for an otherwise unattested eastern campaign of Licinius.“ The one eastern 


”° P, Sakaon 59 and 60. 

4 For Constantine’s titulature, see Barnes, ‘The victories of Constantine’ (n. 1, above); Kienast, Römische 
Kaisertabelle (n. 1, above) 302; Th. Grünewald, Constantinus Maximus Augustus, Historia Einzelschriften 64 
(Stuttgart 1990). 

4? Thus CIL VIII 8477 = ILS 695; inferred for CIL II 481. See Barnes, ‘The victories of Constantine’ (n. 1, above) 
149-50. 

® Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 66; Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. 1, above) 285. 


4 CIL VIH 23116 = ILS 8942 (315) and CIL VIN 8412 = ILS 696 (318). Bares, ‘The victories of Constantine’ (n. 
|, above) 154, suggests a possible Licinian campaign (and that ‘Capp. is correct for a victory over Persians in 


SIMON CORCORAN: THE TITULATURE OF THE THIRD TETRARCHY 239 


campaign of these years of which we know a little is that of Maximinus in Armenia in 312. 
Eusebius records Maximinus and his forces as exhausted by the campaign, although there 
are coins of Maximinus claiming an unidentified victory.” The account of affairs in 
Armenia and Persia by Malalas is frustratingly difficult to assess, since he confuses the 
identities of emperors with similar names and attributes successive rather than joint reigns to 
co-rulers. Thus he identifies an Armenian campaign of ‘Maximian Herculius’ and a Persian/ 
Armenian campaign of ‘Maxentius Galerius’. Which parts of these, if any, reflect 
Maximinus’ Armenian campaign (as opposed to Galerius’ great Persian victory of 297-98) 
is unclear.“ It is not impossible that Maximinus took the title Persicus for this campaign, 
from which the other eastern titles attested for Constantine might also derive.*’ This does, 
however, leave unexplained the Persian victory of 310 apparently attested in Galerius’ 
titulature from Sinope. Of course, it was always possible for emperors to exaggerate minor 
skirmishes into significant actions deserving the assumption of titles, but for the time being 
the relationship between the eastern victory titles of these years and actual fighting remains 
obscure. Indeed, although clear and consistent logic can be seen to underlie the titles of, say, 
Galerius or Constantine at the end of their reigns, the range and uncven quality of the 
evidence and the likely adoption of policies that differed over time or between emperors 
mean that the elucidation of victory titulature in general will often elude us. 


3. The Imperial college in 308 


Only Galerius and Maximinus appear in the heading to the inscription. This clearly indicates 
that, at this point in late 307 or early 308, Galerius regarded himself and Maximinus as the 
only remaining legitimate members of the imperial college of the ‘Third Tetrarchy’. This is 
reflected also in papyri, ® inscriptions” and coinage.” The Third Tetrarchy had come into 


Cappadocia, rather than an error for “Carpicus”’), but this in not repeated by Barnes in The new empire (n. |, 
above). Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. l, above) 302, simply dates the titles as being before 315 or 318. 
Licinius’s only known involvement with Persia was his reception of the fugitive prince Hormisdas, brother of 
Shapur II (John of Antioch, fr. 178 in Müller, FHG IV p. 605; now fr. 266 in U. Roberto, Joannis Antiocheni 
Fragmenta ex Historia chronica, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Altchristlichen Literatur 154 
(Berlin and New York 2005) 450). It seems to me more likely that these titles are mistakenly and confusedly 
copied from titles of members of the First Tetrarchy. 


“ Eusebius, HE 1X.8.2-4; RIC VI 594 (Cyzicus): rare coins with Licinius’ image minted by Maximinus with the 
legend Victoriae Maximini Aug. See also Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 66. 


“© John Malalas, Chronographia X11.46-8 (Dindorf pp. 311-13; now ed. J. Thurn in Corpus Fontium Historiae 
Byzantinae 35 (Berlin and New York 2000) 239-41); M. H. Dodgeon and S. N. C. Lieu, The Roman Eastern 
Frontier and the Persian Wars AD 226-363 (London and New York 1991) 144-5. 


” Thus Kienast, Römische Kaisertabelle (n. 1, above) 288 and 302. 


+ See, for example, P. Cair. Isid. 87, 88, 125 (April to August 308); cf. the fuller listing at Bagnall and Worp, 
Chronological systems (n. 10, above) 244-45. 


* Note ILS 658 (Aquincum), and SEG LII (2002) 1182 (/. Hion 97 revised). 


‘0 Constantine is generally omitted from coinage produced by eastern mints, which acknowledge only Galerius, 
Maximinus and Valeria. See RIC VI 489-90 (Serdica), 548 (Nicomedia), 573 (Cyzicus), 605-06 (Antioch, 
Constantine very rare) and 654 (Alexandria). Some mints ceased production entirely during this difficult period: 
RIC VI 450-51 (Siscia) and 524 (Heraclea). 
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existence following the death of Constantius I in July 306, with Galerius (as senior) and 
Severus as Augusti, and Maximinus and Constantine as Caesars. By the autumn of 307, 
Severus had been deposed and killed by Maxentius and Maximian, who were regarded as 
usurpers, and Constantine’s collaboration with them, including his investiture as Augustus 
by Maximian, whose daughter Fausta he also married, had revoked his own previously 
legitimate status as Caesar. It was not until November 308 at Carnuntum, in the presence of 
Diocletian, that Galerius was able to reconstitute a fourth tetrarchy. He himself remained 
senior Augustus, with Licinius appointed straight to the rank of Augustus, replacing the 
dead Severus and intended in due course to suppress Maxentius.”! Maximian agreed to retire 
(for a second time), while Constantine was readmitted as Caesar, although he and 
Maximinus, neither exactly content with their second-class status, were almost immediately 
granted the alternative title filius Augustorum.” Further, the consuls for the year 309 were to 
be the new member and the readmitted member of the imperial college (Licinius and 
Constantine). At the time of this inscription, however, this was still in the future. The new 
text, therefore, is an elegant demonstration of Galerius’ view of himself and the imperial 
college between his failure to dislodge Maxentius from Italy in the autumn of 307 and his 
attempt to regain control over the situation at the Carnuntum conference in November 308. 


University College London 


‘śl For the changes in the imperial college, see Barnes, The new empire (n. 1, above) 6. 


5? On this latter title, see now A. Stefan, ‘Un rang impérial nouveau à l’époque de la quatrième tétrarchie. Filius 
Augustorum,’ Antiquité Tardive 12 (2004) 273-91 and 13 (2005) 169-204. 


“3 Bagnall et al., Consuls (n. 10, above) 152-53 and Bagnall and Worp, Chronological systems (n. 10, above) 176. 


